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ON THE EXTENT OF THE DELIBERATIVE CONSTRUC- 
TION IN RELATIVE CLAUSES IN GREEK. 

By William W. Goodwin. 

A VIGOROUS discussion has been carried on of late concern- 
ing the nature of certain relative clauses with the subjunctive 
and optative in Attic Greek, which seem to lie in the borderland 
between indirect deliberative questions and final relative clauses. 
The question meets us full in the face, somewhat to our mortifica- 
tion, when we attempt to explain Xen. Anab. i. 7, 7, ov tovto oeoWa 
/mj ovk l^a) o ti 8<S €Ka<TTa> t<Sv <f>i\mv, aXka fir) ovk i\oy ixavoiis ots 8a>, 
and schoolboys beginning the Anabasis may smile when they find 
their masters at loggerheads so soon as this. Nearly all are agreed 
that o ti 8<S is an indirect deliberative question. But what are we to 
do with ifcavovs ots oa>, where we have a relative with its antecedent ? 
Can we explain o n 8<S and oh 8<S on different principles without 
violence to the sense ; and can we explain them on the same prin- 
ciple without violence to the principle ? As I have expressed myself 
on these constructions several times during the last thirty-five years, 
not always consistently and never with a full consideration of all 
the facts bearing on the case as I now understand them, I may be 
pardoned if I enter the discussion at this late hour, rather with the 
object of reviewing the results of the discussion than with the hope 
of establishing any new conclusions. One important result of the 
recent discussion has been the collection of a sufficient number of 
examples to show the full extent of the construction in question. 1 



x To the paucity of examples we must ascribe the unsatisfactory treatment 
of this subject by Kriiger and Madvig, and I trust I may hope for consideration 
on the same ground. I make no attempt here to discuss all the views which 
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It is well known that the Homeric language could express purpose 
by a relative clause with the subjunctive or optative (the subjunctive 
clause regularly having /ce) ; as rjye.ij.6v otrauuov, os k£ ix.e. Kttcr dyayg, 
Od. XV. 310, and ayytXov rJKav, os ayyelXac yvvaiKL, Od. xv. 458. 
Homer has also the deliberative subjunctive in indirect questions ; 
as fnapvaa-6' ', OTnroripouji. . . . 6pi£ri, II. V. 33 (with kc, II. xxii. 130), 
and the corresponding optative after past tenses, as K\r}pov$ ■woXkov, 
btnrortpo^ vpoaBev acpuri «fyx os > H- '"• 3 lf >- Both of these construc- 
tions appear in Latin. In Attic Greek the indirect deliberative 
question is retained in essentially the same form as in Homer ; as in 
airopm ravrrjv oirtos i<8<S, Dem. xxvii. 66, and r/TTOpti o ti xprjcraiTO t<S 
Trpdyp-ari, Xen. Hellen. vii. 4, 39. On the other hand, the final relative 
clause with the subjunctive and optative is replaced in Attic by an 
equivalent relative clause with the future indicative, which is regu- 
larly retained after past tenses. Thus we have in Attic irpeo-fieiav 
■nip-Truv, rins tolvt ipei, Dem. i. 2, corresponding to Homeric rj ice 
ravr' airy, and vavriKov irapea-Keva^ov, o ti Trt/jLij/ovcnv h rrjv Aicrjiov, 
Thuc. iii. 16, corresponding to Homeric o ti Trip^/aiev. While now it 
is admitted that we could not have 17x15 ravr eivij (much less y av 
ravr ct7r??) in Attic for 17m ravr «pct above, there is much dispute 
about the nature of such sentences as the following : — 

i\a.v i<p' ois <f>LXoTip.rj0<S(riv, Isoc. iv. 44. 

ovk ex 10 o-6<pi(rp.' oto) aTraWayiS, Aesch. Prom. 470. 

ovSeVa u\ov, ootis eVioToAas ire/ui^ae, Eur. I. T. 588. 

For reasons which will appear later, I shall discuss the subjunctive 
and the optative in these constructions separately. 



have been presented in this discussion, still less to reply to all the arguments 
which are opposed to my own views. I refer, once for all, to the papers in the 
Classical Review by Mr. Arthur Sidgwick (April, 1891), by Professor Tarbell 
(July, 1891), by Dr. Mortimer L. Earle (March, 1892, and later), and to Professor 
W. G. Hale's satisfactory paper on "Extended" and " Remote" Deliberatives in 
Greek, in the Transactions of the American Philological Association, xxiv. pp. 156-205, 
in which Professor Hale supports many of the views which I have several times 
expressed since 1865, by arguments which have given me much new light on 
the whole question. 
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I. Subjunctive. 

It is agreed on all hands that subjunctives of this class depending 
on a7rop<5, fiovXevonai, ovk oloa, and other expressions which naturally 
introduce indirect questions, are interrogative and deliberative ; as 
in Dem. xxvii. 66 and Xen. Hellen. vii. 4, 39, quoted above. It is 
generally admitted, further, that the same deliberative interrogative 
may follow ovk Ix 10 m tne sense of wiropiS, as in ovk ex** rt elir<o, I 
have nothing to say; where, however, the English translation is mis- 
leading, the literal meaning being 7" have not (i.e. / am at a loss) 
what I shall say. That rt is really interrogative here is plain from 
cases like ovk iym tl Aeya>, I have nothing to say, Dem. ix. 54; ovk e^o) 
tl <pa>, Aesch. Cho. 91, and ovk tyta hn t'lvo. p.r)\o6vra.v iropevOw, Eur. 
Ale. 120; and this appears in the Latin non habeo quid (ox quod) 
dicam. The first serious question arises when an affirmative lya is 
followed by a similar subjunctive in a relative clause, as in lyj.iv l<j>' 
ols <£iAoTijU,)y0<3<Tiv, to have something to glory in, Isoc. iv. 44, where the 
uninstructed mind would see no trace of an indirect question, but 
rather an approach to a final force. 1 Other similar cases are iav 
fwvov ?X9 oT<o SiaXeyjyTai, Plat. Symp. 194 D, and efeiv o tl tlo-<f>ep<j>o-iv, 
Xen. Oec. vii. 20 : see also [Lys.] vi. 42 and Plat. Phaedr. 255 E, where 
Xeyy for Xey« in both is Bekker's necessary emendation. My suspicion 
of the final character of these forms was first aroused by Kriiger's 
remark (Spr. § 54, 7, A. 2), that the construction with the subjunc- 
tive is "nicht statthaft in der Regel, wenn ^ keine Negation bei 
sich hat oder der Satz nicht wenigstens eine Negation involvirt," 
after which he quotes ei-n-opeis S n Xeyijs, Plat. Ion. 536 B, in brackets 
with a (?). But in this most instructive passage we find Ka0eu'S«s te 



1 In the first edition (i860) of my Greek Moods and Tenses, % 65, 1, n. 3, my 
" uninstructed mind " took this for a survival of the Homeric subjunctive in final 
relative sentences; and in 1863 1 gave the same explanation in a note on the 
passage in the revised edition of Felton's Panegyricus. But my misgivings com- 
pelled me to retract this error to a great extent in an Appendix to that edition 
(P- 135); and in the second edition of the Moods and Tenses (1865) and subse- 
quently I have expressed at least a near approach to my present opinion. I am 
naturally sorry to see my old note of 1863 brought up in judgment against me at 
full length by Dr. Earle, especially as it meets his approval. 
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Kal d7rop£is o ti Xeygs, followed by evdvs typr)yopas . . . Kal ev7ropeis 
o ti \eyys. As nobody doubts that arroptk 5 ti Xiyy^you know not 
what to say, has a deliberative question of the most common form, 
can there be any doubt that the antithetical zviropus o n Xeygs, you 
have plenty to say, is to be explained on the same principle, even 
though the deliberative question is here much obscured? And if 
ewopas o ti Xe'ygs is deliberative and not final, can we avoid explain- 
ing ?x e ' s ° T ' Xeygs in the same way ? As the analogy of an-opus S ti 
Xc'ygs carried the deliberative form into cv7rop£is o ti Xeygs, so the 
analogy of ovk «x £ts ( = aTopeTs) o ti Xeygs carried it into «xeis ° ti 
Xeyrjs, in each case beyond the strict limits of the deliberative inter- 
rogative. 

Another more serious step is taken when ?x<o has an object which 
is the antecedent of the relative introducing the dependent subjunc- 
tive, as in ovScv ex«> o ti «7t<d. This shows that o ti is a true relative, 
and that its force as an indirect interrogative, which was obscured 
in 2x eis ° Tl £ ' ,,r 3 s > i s now entirely lost. And yet the analogy which 
we have hitherto followed can carry us still further, so as to include 
this case. Here again we fortunately have a single sentence with 
two constructions which explain each other. In Xen. Anab. i. 7, 7, 
already quoted (page 1), we have fir] ovk ex<t> o ti 85 followed imme- 
diately by fir) ovk €)(o> ixavoiis ots 85. Although o ti 8<o is an interroga- 
tive sentence and oh 85 is a relative sentence, it seems obvious that 
the force of 85 is the same in both. If we had oiSev Ix*" ° Tt ^5 in 
the former clause, would the nature of 85 as a subjunctive be 
changed ? Likewise, oi yap aXXov oT8' ot<j> Aeya>, Soph. Phil. 938, 
cannot reasonably be separated from such a sentence as ov yap 0T8' 
oto) aXXto Xe'ya), so far as the force of the subjunctive is concerned, 
though the latter would be interrogative while the former is relative. 

We have thus come, through a simple process of evolution, to a 
form of expression in which a pure relative with an expressed ante- 
cedent introduces a subjunctive which derives all its modal force 
from the deliberative subjunctive, an interrogative form. We admit 
that the construction in this form may contain more or less final 
force ; but this comes naturally from the intimate relation between 
the deliberative and the hortatory subjunctive, — ZXdufnv; shall we 
go i being the interrogative corresponding to tX6<afie.v, let us go; and 
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ixij e\0<Dju,Ev; shall we not go 1 corresponding to /a^ IX^w/aev, let us not 
go. I have always attempted to distinguish cases in which there is 
a true indirect question, like ovk oI8' o ti enr<D, from those in which 
the interrogative has become more or less a relative, by saying that 
the latter are formed " on the analogy " of the former, explaining, 
for example, e^o) ° T ' ««>i I have something to say, by the analogy of 
ovk €^<d o tl (or ti) ti7ro>, I have nothing to say, and ovocv €\<j> o tl eiir<j> 
as another step following the same analogy in a different direction. 
The great variety of examples which must be brought under the 
principle we are considering calls for some stronger term than 
" analogy." A new expression has been proposed by Mr. Arthur 
Sidgwick in the Classical Review for 1891, p. 148, where he calls the 
various steps of the development by which ovoev e^o) o tl curco is 
evolved from a.iropS> 5 tl «7ra> " an extension of the deliberative con- 
struction." The process of " extension " is thus excellently described 
by Mr. Sidgwick : — 

"The fact I believe to be that the deliberative construction is 
subtly modified, and three stages may be traced as follows : — first 
stage, truly interrogative and deliberative ; second stage, where the 
interrogative character is sliding into the relative ; third stage, where 
the relative character of oo-tis is established." For Mr. Sidgwick's 
examples, which are all of the optative, I should give the following: — 
first stage &KopS> (ovk olb\x or ovk ?x w ) ° ™ dirm, second stage e^o) o tl 
eiTro), third stage o£8ev ?x<» o ti dira>. From this term "extension," 
the name " extended deliberatives " has been given by Mr. Hale and 
others to the various classes of subjunctives (and the corresponding 
optatives) which spring from the deliberative question but are yet 
no longer interrogative. 

We have still to notice briefly other examples of the " extended 
deliberative " which have been quoted in this discussion. The two 
cases in Xen. Anab. ii. 4, 19, ovfe l^ot/iev av 071-01 o-mOS>in.€v and oix 
cfoucriv ottoi <t>vyu>o-iv are simply interrogative and need no remarks. 

In Aesch. Prom. 470, ovk ly<>> o-d^to-^' 6Va> Trrj/xovrji a.TraWay£>, though 

" extension " has produced a relative sentence, the original delibera- 
tive subjunctive is still obvious. The sense is, I have no plan (i.e. 
/ know not how) to escape, and we might have had ovk e^o) (or ovk 
oTSa) ot<<> 0-o^uTfxja.Ti wiraXXayu). But we may call oto> arroXKayS) simply 
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an indirect question, depending on the preceding words, which have 
the sense of I cannot see. So in Isoc. xxi. i, ov Trpotpdo-tw; atrop5>, hC 
fjvriva Xey<o, the meaning is 7" am at no loss for a reason why I shall 
speak, and we have a simple indirect question, as Professor Tarbell 
has well explained it (Classical Review for 1891, p. 302). Again, 
in Eur. Orest. 7 22 > kovkIt ei<nv iX-iriSes, 071-01 rpawopevo^ 06.vo.tov <pvyu>, 
the obvious sense is I am now hopeless (as to the question) whither 
I shall turn and escape death. When iari with a possessive dative 
is equivalent to ex<o, the deliberative construction may follow, with 
the same "extension" as after lyia. We have Soph. Aj. 514, ipol 
yap ovkct icrrlv eis o ti /3Aera>, which is equivalent (so far as the 
subjunctive is concerned) to ovk ex<o ets o ti fS\hr<i>, and Eur. H. F. 
1245, yip.u> ko.ku>v &tj, kovkct ItcrO' ottov Tt6y, where 7rov Ttdfj ; is 
involved. We have also Andoc. iii. 16, ei /a^tc Bi o ti p.r]Te otomti 
p.rJT€ &<t>' otov 7roXep.-qcru>p.€v {(tti (sc. r)pXv), which might have been 
ei p.rJT€ Ixojuev ktX. In most of the cases quoted in this paragraph 
the relation of the construction to the deliberative has been doubted. 
In a single case which remains, Ar. Eq. 1320, tw lx<»v <f>yp-r)v ayadr/v 
ijxets, i<j> oto) Kvio-S>p.ev dywas; the construction has seemed more 
doubtful. It seems to me by far most natural to take the dependent 
clause as an indirect question, representing on tivl (for what or in 
whose honor) Kvi.o-Sip.tv ayvuis; depending on the idea what have you 
to report to us 1 or can you tell us ? 

If these passages have been rightly interpreted, we see that all 
the examples of the subjunctive which have been quoted in recent 
discussions to show the final character of the construction in ques- 
tion are easily explained as " extended deliberatives " ; and it would 
be difficult to draw a line between any two of these examples and 
call one deliberative and the other final. It is, moreover, never to 
be overlooked, that there is no instance of an Attic subjunctive in 
such an undoubted final relative clause as the Homeric fjyep,6v oirao-- 
aov, o kc pt kuo-' aydyy (see page 2). 

II. Optative. 

It remains to be considered how far the optative in this class of 
sentences follows the same principles and is subject to the same 
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restrictions as the subjunctive. In five of the passages quoted by 
Mr. Hale {Trans. Amer. Philol. Assoc, xxiv. pp. 158-160) the optative 
can easily be explained by the extension of the deliberative con- 
struction which is assumed for the subjunctive. These are the 
following : — 

ovk l^wv fidcriv, ov&i tw iyxu>po)v KaKOytirova, 7rap <j> . . . a7TOK\av- 
crcuv, Soph. Phil. 692. 

ovSeva tl^ov oorts . . . Tas ipas imcrToXas 7rep,tj/eie, Eur. I. T. 588. 
irporepov ovk l^cov irp6<f>a.<Tiv i<f> 17s tov f3wv Xoyov o\>irjv, Lys. xxiv. I. 
ovk ei^Ojaev otov €TnXa/3o(p.e0a ov8 otov Kpa.Totp.tv, Dem. xxxv. 25. 
ovSt piv avOp<Z>ir<i>v tis irjv . . . ovtiv ipoiprjv, Theoc. xxv. 218. 

In all these we could have corresponding forms with the subjunctive 
similar to those already discussed. To these we may add Xen. 

Hellen. i. 3, 21, oiSev. e^ovres o tl ■Kovrfo-axf.v, and i. 4, 15, ovk el^ev ottcos 

w<j>£\oirj, which need no comment. 

We find a very different problem when we come to a case like 
Soph. Track. 903, Kpv\l/ao-' eavTrjv IvOo. p-q tis dcriSoi, where we cannot 
suppose a corresponding Attic construction with the subjunctive 
like KpvTTTti iavTrjv h/Oa prj tis do-iBy, for here we should certainly 
find €v6a /ai; tis eio-otj/tTai. In Soph. Aj. 658 we actually have Kpv\p<a 
toS* !yx°s . . . evOa pjf) tis oif/erai. The Attic form with the optative 
strictly corresponding to the latter would be eKpv\j/a Zyxos evOa prj T6s 
oif/oiro, which we find in Oed. Tyr. 796, e<j>cvyov evOa. p-q iror dxj/oiprjv 
ovdSr) (so Xen. Hell. ii. 3, 11, and Isaeus ii. 10). But this future 
optative is a rare exception, the future indicative being the regular 
form even after past tenses. It is obvious that we have in hOa. prj 
T6s £wn8oi in Track. 903 a form of expression which has no exact 
parallel after a present or future tense ; and it is further plain that 
we are here beyond the utmost limits to which it was necessary to 
" extend " the deliberative construction in order to explain the 
cases of both subjunctive and optative which have hitherto been 
discussed. Shall we then suppose another extension of the delibera- 
tive construction to cover this new case, or shall we look on ivda. 
pvq tis do-iZoi as a survival of the Homeric optative in similar sen- 
tences which corresponded to the more common Homeric subjunctive 
(see page 2) ? Fortunately we have in Ar. Pan. 96 and 98 two 
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relative clauses which illustrate this point most clearly. The verses 
are : — 

AION. ■yov6/iov Se iroirjTyjv av ov-% expo's €ti 
£t)tG>v av, oorts p>?p-a ytvvatov Xolkol. 
HP. n-a>s yonp-ov/ 

AION. mSl yovifwv, ootis <f>0ey£eTai 

roiovrovi ri ■TrapaKeKivSwev/J.f.vov. 

Here 00-T6S AaKot clearly expresses purpose ; there is no deliberative 
force apparent, and we carinot think of substituting oWs XdKy for 
it : it is therefore no case of assimilation. But in the next verse 
we have the true Attic form for such a relative clause in oorts $6£y- 
£trcu, which would regularly have been retained in the preceding 
verse or possibly changed to oo-tis <f>0iy$oiro. The exceptional oems 
\aKot is like iv6a p.17 T6s eicnSoi in Track. 903, and must be explained 
on the same principle. The repetition of 00-T6S X<£ko6 by ooris $Qiy- 
£erox, when this suits the verse, indicates that both forms were felt to 
express purpose ; and the comparison of dcriSoi in Track. 903 with 
oi/ktcu in Aj. 658 and oxj/oi^tjv in Oed. Tyr. 796 points in the same 
direction. Such optatives as those we are discussing are rare ; and 
it is significant that we never find such a sentence in Attic as the 
Homeric ayycAov ^<cav, os ayyeiXae yvvaiKi, as Mr. Sidgwick rightly 
remarks. It seems to me, on the whole, more natural to suppose 
that the process of extension, by which we naturally derive ouSo-a 
et)(ov octtis ■Jre/z.i/'eie from ^irdpow ocrT6s trifixl/eie (based on tis iri/jAJ/y ;~), 
went a step further in the optative than in the subjunctive and gave 
us a few such expressions as ivOa /«/ rn ela-iSoi and o<tt6s \<xkoi. Three 
circumstances may have facilitated this step in the optative which 
were wanting in the subjunctive. First, the optative in oiSiva «xov 
octtis ■jr€/j.{j/€i£ is much further removed from the original ancestor tis 
Tre/ii/'s; than is the subjunctive in oiSiva l^w oo-tis irifuirQ, so that 
there would be less deliberative force remaining to prevent the opta- 
tive from taking the further step out of all reach of the deliberative 
idea. Secondly, the Homeric final relative clause with the optative, 
which was familiar to all Athenians, did not differ in its form from 
the Attic clauses we are considering, while the Homeric clause with 
the subjunctive regularly had ki : this would facilitate the Attic opta- 



Deliberative Relative Clauses in Greek. g 

tive in its extension in the Homeric direction, and retard the Attic 
subjunctive. Thirdly, the Attic relative clause of purpose with the 
future indicative, which superseded the Homeric subjunctive with Kt, 
had no distinct optative form in common use after past tenses, the 
future optative being exceptional ; so that there was really a much 
greater need of the present or aorist optative here than there was of 
the subjunctive. 

To the examples of the optative must be added Plat. Rep. 398 B, 

avrol 8' ay tw avarr/poripw ko.1 aqSecrripm woirjrr) xpaJjuetfa Kal /J.v0o\6ytj> 
<J<£eA.etas eveKa, os rj/uv rr/v tov Ittiukovs \e£iv //.i/xoito k<u Tot Xey6p.eva 
Aeyoi kt\., where os fiifioiro koI \iyoi following co<£o\.aas eWxa is clearly 
final : if it were not final, it would be potential without av. I have 
no hesitation in adding Rep. 578 E, ei tis 6eS>v avSpa era . . . 6uy «s 
ip7]iJ.iav, . . . oirov avrm /xr;8eis rfiv iXevOepw ptWoi jSo^iycreiv. Here, 
if we had eOrjKtv «s Ip-qp.Cav, ottov p.r)htls fiiXXoi fioTjOrjo-eiv, the parallel 
to Kpv<f>aa-' IvOa firj tis cicri'Sot would be complete. After a present 
tense the relative clause would naturally take the form ti0j//u ere eis 
ipijp.iav, oirov fnySeis [3or)0y<TU, not oVov ^.r;8ds fioriOrjcry (or oirov fieWy 
PoTjOrjo-eiv) : and after a leading optative we have /x.eAA.01 fiorjOrjcreiv, 
where we might have had fJo-qOrjcroi. So in Oed. Tyr. 796, if i<j>tvyov 
were d t/>evyoi/u, we might still have IvOa. /jltjitot otj/oi/xriv, in the sense 
if I should fly to a place where I might never see, etc., though /x«?AAot/M 
8ij/e<r6cu would be quite as natural. The optative in such relative 
clauses, so far as they are final, corresponds to no Attic construc- 
tion with the subjunctive. But I believe that, owov /^Seis fie'AAoi 
fiorjOrjo-ew contains also a distinct conditional force, and in this sense it 
corresponds to the regular subjunctive with av. The mere supposition 
might have been made in this form : idv tis aVSpa Orj eis iprjuiav, ottov 
av /j.rj&el's //.eXAij {faqOyarfiv, i.e. if we suppose one to place a man in a 
desert, where there shall be no one likely to help him, if this had suited 
the general form of the sentence ; only in this form the final force 
would disappear and the conditional form alone would remain. In- 
deed, the very words of Plato might be used to express a pure con- 
dition with no final force, if the idea were simply this, supposing a 
man should be put into a desert and there should be nobody there likely 
to help him. How would this differ from Xen. Mem. ii. 3, 12, ei fiov- 
Xoio tu>v <j>CKu>v riva. vpOTpeij/curOai, birore. a.Trohrjp.oirj'i, eVi/ieAeicrc?ai twv 
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<tS>v, or Cyr. i. 6, 3, ootis firj, owort Iv duropois eti], Tore koAcuccvoi, SO 
far as the conditional force of the optative is concerned ? But, in 
the sentence as it stands in Plato, oirov //.i^oas //.cAAoi ^orfi^vuv not 
only expresses the purpose of putting the man into a desert, but is 
also a part of the condition supposed, being for this reason put into 
the optative rather than the future indicative, which would express 
only the finality. 1 



1 In my suggestion of the possible conditional nature of this sentence (M. and T. 
§ 573) Dr. Earle sees " a good example of the mental bias " which has led me 
"to drag in a 'condition' at every turn," to the great detriment of my work. 
I hope I have justified myself, in this case at least, in the text. But I see that he 
" drags in " precisely the same condition which he deplores in my explanation, 
when he says that " the optative is merely an ordinary instance of attraction of 
mood." There is no possible case in which an indefinite relative clause like this 
can be attracted (or assimilated) into the optative by a leading conditional sen- 
tence (like el rts 6dt\ here) unless it is itself conditional or final. As Dr. Earle 
rejects the final force here, he has only the conditional left. I think he will also 
fall into the same " bias of mind " which he sees in me, and will be grateful for 
it, if he will consider carefully Gildersleeve's wise and acute remarks in his 
review of Weber (Am. Jour, of Philol. iv. pp. 421, 422) on the combined final 
and conditional force in ws &v («<■) and &r«s &v with the subjunctive, where the 
only rational explanation of the use of &v and k{ with relative final particles and 
of their total absence with the pure final ha is suggested, and also Gildersleeve's 
formula, Sttws i.v = ^v irws, which, rightly understood, is a powerful solvent of 
many difficulties. 

I regret that I have not made myself clear to Professor Sonnenschein on the 
two-fold relation which (in common with most scholars) I admit in certain clauses 
with tm, until, etc., and the subjunctive. I have never called these "purpose 
clauses " simply ; and I agree perfectly with Professor Sonnenschein that ixivu lm 
av iXB-Q and ipevov las tK0oi are "not equivalent to 'I am (was) waiting in order 
that he may (might) come.' " (Class. Rev. 1894, p. 28.) What I did say was this : 
"A conditional clause may refer to an object which is aimed at in the action of 
the leading verb ; as HdrpoicXov ^<peire Iwirovs, et k4v fuv ?X?)S, turn your horses on 
Patroclus, if haply you may take him, i.e. that you may take him (if haply you may). 
In like manner a conditional relative clause with until is very apt to refer to an 
object aimed at, and thus to become at once final, relative, and conditional : thus 
in //. iii. 291 (/laxfaoiuu a$0i iiivuv, etas /ce riXos ttoX^uoio Kt-xela) it is distinctly 
implied that the end of the war is a condition which is to limit the time of fighting 
and also an object at which the fighting aims." (M. and T. § 612.) The final 
character involved in many of these clauses is unmistakable when a subjunctive 
is used instead of the optative after a past tense, by the principle of oratio obliqua. 

The " mental bias " which will enable us to see the various combinations of 
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One passage remains to be considered, the discussion of which 
opened the whole question now before us. This is Soph. Phil. 
279-282 : — 

opuivra (past) jttev vaSs, as ex <ov *vo.v<tt6\ovv, 

iraaus /3ej8a><ras, avBpa 8' oiBev Zvtottov, 

ovx oaris dpKto-aev, ovh" ootis vcxrov 

Ka/xvovri avWdftoiTO. 

In discussing Professor Jebb's treatment of dpKto-euv and ovWdpoiro 
here as indirect deliberatives — representing direct questions tis 
apKt<rg ; and tis o-vWdPryrcu ; — Mr. Sidgwick proposes his term 
"extension" for such cases. Thirty-five years ago I called these 
optatives final, and classed them with g^av i<f> oh <pi\orifii.r]OS><nv, Isoc. 
iv. 44, as relics of the Homeric final relative construction ; and I 
have still allowed this to stand, though I have since explained 
the subjunctive as deliberative. But after considering the cases of 
" extended " deliberative optatives which have been discussed, 
especially Soph. Phil. 692, I can now see no good reason for exclud- 
ing these from the class. The decisive test, I conceive, must be the 
possibility of referring the optative to a similar subjunctive which 
would be allowed in Attic Greek. The difference between 6pG>v 
oiSeva ootis apK&rg and i\(ov ovhcva ootis dpK«r?j is surely not generic ; 
and in our passage it is perhaps more correct to understand ovra 
with evTonov, corresponding to /Je/fcoous, and so come to oiSas Ivroiros 
l<mv oo-tis apKiay (cf. Soph. Aj. 514). I think, however, that this 
represents the utmost tension to which the deliberative construction 
can fairly be subjected, and that the optatives in question are very 
far removed from elo-iSoi and Xaicoi in Trach. 903 and Ran. 97. 

Closely related to the optatives we have considered is the opta- 
tive in a consecutive relative clause, Dem. vi. 8 : rrj rjfieTtpq. tto\u 
ovotv a.v evSciJaiTO oiSc iroiiycracv, v<p' ov TreiaOevres Tivas 'HJWrjvtov iKtlvia 
irpoeto-Oe. This is parallel to Kpvij/ao-' kavrrjv evOa p.rj tis etcri'Soi, in SO far 
as there is no corresponding Attic construction with the subjunctive. 
The Attic uses the future indicative here, as in relative final clauses : 



conditional, final, consecutive, and relative forces, often joined with oratio obliqtca, 
in the same verbal form, is a most valuable acquisition for a student of Greek 
Syntax. 
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thus roiavra &yrri<T£is keyeiv i£ o>v jxij ytipiav eivai So£«s (see Isoc. xi. 49) 
is merely more explicit in its form of statement than roiavra ware /xi? 
SokcXv would have been, as 8d£«s is a more definite form than SoKetv. 
This future indicative occasionally appears (like that in final relative 
clauses) as a future optative after another optative, as in Plat. Rep. 
416 C, roiavrtjv rjTis pyre . . . navo-oi, KaKOvpyuv re p.-q iirapot. The 
aorist optative in Dem. vi. 8 seems to come from a tendency to use 
an optative after the preceding optative and an objection to using 
the future. In Plat. Rep. 360 B we have a potential optative in the 
same consecutive sense, which is perfectly natural. But this passage 
is very peculiar : ovSas av yivoiro, <us So^cicv, ovtios aSa/xavrivos, os av 
jttaveicv iv tjj SiKauxrwrj nal ToXjAijo-titv ktX. The omission of av with 
8d£eiev, which is clearly potential, is very strange, and is not satisfac- 
torily accounted for by the av on either side of it with another verb ; 
still less by my " law of assimilation," to which Campbell refers it in 
the new Oxford edition (II. p. 174), for this assimilation is confined 
to conditional relative clauses and it would have presupposed oSs av 
80'^rj as a possible alternative. Dr. Henry Jackson, in the Cambridge 
Journal of Philology (iv. p. 147), thinks that av has been accidentally 
transferred from So^acv to fxtivutv, with which it is not needed, and 
he would make itcivaev (without aV) parallel to wpoeta-Oe in Dem. vi. 8. 
We should thus have os pxivatv = cuorc p.uvai, as v<j> ov Treio-Oei/res 
irpocurOe = mare vp.S.'S TrtwrOevras irpoeaOai. 

It is sometimes hard to distinguish relative consecutive from rela- 
tive final clauses, as the consecutive and the final force may be com- 
bined even in a clause with cxrrc: thus, in Plat. Gorg. 479 C, wav 
iroiovcnv, cuorc 8Urp> pr) StSovot includes with its consecutive force the 
final notion which (by itself) tva 10? SiSSxri would express more 
explicitly. This is another case of the union of different concep- 
tions under one verbal construction, which is a striking charac- 
teristic of the Greek language. (See foot-note on p. 10.) 



